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I.

INTRODUCTION

It has long been assumed that an important mediator in
management's task of the enhancement of productivity may be
the satisfaction level of the members of the organization.
Although overgeneralized, this assumption is more likely
true than false in most instances.

There has been

considerable interest in employee satisfaction as a variable
in and of itself.

As of 1976, some 3,500 studies on the

subject of job satisfaction had been published (Locke,
1976).

That sum has no doubt increased significantly since.

Satisfaction has been viewed as a function of need or value
fulfillment (Locke, 1969), and as a function of the
individual expectations of reward owing to his/her behavior
on the job (Dunnette, Campbell and Joastad, 1976).
While the effects of some causal agents of satisfaction
remain uncertain, there is substantial research to lead to
the belief that effective organizational communications
contribute to employee satisfaction (Brooks, Callicoat and
Seigerdt, 1979; Richmond, Mccroskey and Davis, 1982).
Effective organizational communications constitute
communications activities that achieve a unification of
members toward the achievement of common goals.

The
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attitude and efforts of the individual members influence the
organizational communication relationships, which in turn
are the most important contributors to employee satisfaction
as an organizational outcome (Brooks et al., 1979).
These assumptions are not without opposition.

According

to Goldhaber (1976), organizational communications presents
itself as an intervening variable affected by such causal
variables as information flow,

leadership behavior,

organizational climate and structure.

This then affects

such end result variables as job satisfaction and morale.
Goldhaber stated, "as of today we just don't know whether
communication effectiveness has a positive or negative
effect if any on organization performance."

Up to this

point however, research has permitted us to conclude that
employee satisfaction resulting from internal communication
may increase productivity and performance under some
circumstances and in some organizations (Richmond, Mccroskey
and Davis, 1982).

II .

BACKGROUND AND RELATED RESEARCH

When the goal is achieving effective communication
activities, the obstacles to overcome are either directly or
indirectly related to behavior on the part of management.
In a historical study published in the Human Communication
Research, Goldhaber, Yates, Porter and Lesniak (1978),
observed that the ability on the part of management to
communicate, encourage employee feedback,

and use proper

communication channels, all contribute to information
adequacy.

Frequently, not everyone gets the word, or the

same word in any organization because of inconsistent
information flow (Infante and Gordan, 1979).

The adequacy

is actually dependent upon whether employees feel they have
enough information to meet their needs.

The flow of

adequate information along with the perceptions management
and employees develop for each other, work to establish
their communication relationship.

A positive communication

reJationship includes understanding, trust, honesty, respect
and friendship,

and all work to maintain satisfaction

(Goldhaber et al., 1978).
In a 1982 study, Richmond, Mccroskey and Davis said it
was clear that effective communication relations are not the
3
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only and possibly not even the most important determinant of
employee satisfaction.

The study included a replication of

three previous investigations relating individual
differences in employee satisfaction, and one study relating
management communication style to employee satisfaction.
They were done in four organizational settings, using
similar measuring instruments.

The results indicated that

the perceptions of supervisor task behavior was found to
have different impact on employee satisfaction in the four
organizational contexts.

Good communications between

subordinate and supervisor may be one of many determinants
of satisfaction, whether or not it is the most important one
is subject to more debate and research.
It seems logical, therefore, to contend that the
importance depends on the individual and to the organization
of which he/she is a member.
be made by the organization.

That determination may have to
What contingencies must be

present for a satisfaction/productivity
exist have yet to be determined.

relationship to

A number of studies have

indicated that communication relationships do predict
me2ningful variance in employee satisfaction across a wide
range of organizations (Dunnette, Campbell and Joastad,
1967; Lock, 1969, 1976; King, 1970).

There is substantial

evidence (Day and Hamblin, 1964; Baum and Youngblood, 1975)
to suggest that employee satisfaction is negatively related
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to absenteeism and turnover rate.

The theoretical

explanation for this relationship is obvious:

Satisfied

employees will want to come to work, and it will require
more to get them to quit or relocate.

Even if dissatisfied

employees are not less productive on the job, their
likelihood for absenteeism and turnover will affect overall
organizational performance.
One particular situation where supervisor communication
behavior may not affect employee satisfaction is where high
communication apprehension on the part of subordinates is
taking place.

According to Falcione, Mccroskey, and Daly

(1977), employees with high oral communication apprehension
and/or low self esteem are less likely to be satisfied,
regardless of management behavior.

This study indicated

subordinate satisfaction with the immediate supervisor is
closely associated with perceptions of the supervisor,
communication behavior, attractiveness, credibility,
attitude, similarity, and is associated to a lesser extent
when oral communication apprehension and low self esteem are
present.

It further suggested that, while these variables

are good predictors of satisfaction with the immediate
supervisor, their influence on job satisfaction is
debatable.
In spite of the lack of unification among findings, it
appears relevant to pursue the improvement of employee
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satisfaction as a means to achieve greater efficiency and
productivity.

Many businesses depend upon the employee

satisfaction/improved productivity link (Coyle, 1980).

Case

studies with General Electric, Ohio Bell and the Mt . Sinai
Medical Center demonstrate that employee satisfaction and
understanding increased by improving their communication
systems.

This in turn had a positive effect on productivity

and efficiency (Gildea and Emanual, 1980).

According to

Goldhaber, Yates, Porter and Lesniak (1978), the best
predictors of satisfaction as an organizational outcome
include:
1.

Organizational Communication Relationships relations between supervision and subordinate that
encompass understanding, trust, honesty, praise and
friendship.

2.

Amount of Information Received - the flow of
adequate, quality information through effective
communication channels.

3.

Age of employees - younger employees tend to be less
satisfied with communications they have with the
older counterparts.
They feel less secure and more
communication apprehensive because of their level of
involvement with the system.

4.

Perceptions Between Management and Employees - often
misconceived between the two.
Perceptions employees
have with top management are highly correlated with
their satisfaction.

These obstacles have considerable foundation in
organizational communication research and are necessary for
a company to understand in order to identify communication
objectives and improve satisfaction.
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The overall function of management is the achievement of
harmony of individual effort toward the accomplishment of
group goals.

This requires good communication ability to

establish solid relationships with subordinates.

Lower and

middle management tend to have the weakest communication
skills (Disalvo, Larson and Seiler, 1976), and often receive
little or no information.
of implementing policy.

Yet they are the ones in charge
Openness and trust between

management and employees are the keys to improved relations
(Stull, 1978), and should be rewarded with acceptance to
ensure that they are continued.

Roberts and O'Reilly

(1974), in a study published in the Journal of Applied
Psychology, used a survey to measure and compare
communications across different organizations.

Their study

repeatedly demonstrated three non-communication variables
influencing work relations:

1) trust in supervisors; 2)

perceived influence of supervisors; and 3) aspirations of
the respondents.

Trust in supervisor was also found to be

related to overall employee satisfaction and job commitment
in 16 organizations examined by Brooks, Callicoat and
Seigerdt (1979).

Employees expressed the belief that

supervisors should treat workers with individual respect,
equality, openness, honesty and care about their particular
feelings toward their jobs.

Management, they indicated,

should have the ability to:

1) provide necessary and timely
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job information; 2) explain appraisal standards; 3) request
and consider employee input; and 4) deal with employees on a
one-to-one basis.
In that same study, the amount of information an
individual possessed related significantly to the employee
overall job satisfaction and to their perceptions of their
supervisor.

There was a strong desire for more information

about personal job related matters, and a greater
opportunity to voice complaints and evaluate supervisors.
On the other hand, Goldhaber (1978) found information
related to organizational matters corresponded more with
employee satisfaction.

Mccallister (1983), went even

further to conclude that a clear understanding of individual
goals along with an awareness of organizational goals both
contribute to satisfaction.

He examined indirect approaches

to try to link satisfaction and productivity.

Information

dissemination, the accurate flow of quality information, was
shown to be critical to satisfaction.
was also important.

Goal clarification

While most employees received

information relevant to their individual goals, little was
received by the subjects examined regarding organizational
goals affecting them.
them.

This was considered important to

All of these different, yet apparently important,

findings indicate that communication activities which affect
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employee satisfaction are varied, and may rank differently
across various organizations.

Analysis of Organizational Communication

Increasing awareness of all of these communication obstacles
is a requirement for building a sound communication program
(Goodman and Ruch, 1982) .

The tool of program building

consists of asking, listening and acting upon what has been
uncovered.

A periodic system of communication analysis is

needed, which employs three basic analytical methods:
1.

identify communication objectives;

2.

measure employee attitudes toward information
adequacy (surveys, interviews, etc.);

3.

review existing systems (artifact analysis).

These three methods make up what is called the
"communication audit."
The measure of organizational communication has been a
constant research topic for some 30 years.

George Odione in

1954 was the first to use the term "communication audit."
Since, Guetzkow (1965); Price (1972); Redding (1972);
Goldhaber (1974); Roberts and O'Reilly (1974); and Porter
and Roberts (1976), have all reviewed methods and described
instrument techniques to audit organizational communication.
The communication audit is an investigative procedure which
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provides an organizational and individual communication
profile in terms of adequacy, relationship, practice and
roles.
Much discrepancy existed among most of these early
efforts.

This can be explained by the lack of

standardization of concepts and measures (Goldhaber, Porter
and Yates, 1977).

This absence of cohesion prompted more

than 100 International Communication Association (ICA)
members from 1971 to 1974 to develop and validate a standard
technique for evaluating systems in operating organizations.
Their technique is called the ICA audit.

It was pilot

tested from 1974 to 1976 in 10 different organizations, and
it focused on eight key variables:
1.

amount of information needed;

2.

actions taken on information received;

3.

timeliness, accuracy, adequacy and usefulness of
information;

4.

sources of information;

5.

channels for sending and receiving information;

6.

quality of communication relationship;

7.

formal and informed communication networks;

8.

communication outcomes in terms of individual
satisfaction and organizational effectiveness.

Brooks, Callicoat and Siegerdt (1979), reported the
overall results of the first 16 audits in an article
published in Human Communication Research.

The audited

11

organi zations were made up of four hospitals, four
government agencies , four universities, two non-profit
agenci e s and two manufacturing companies .

Some of the

common f indi ngs included:
1.

There was a primary need for more information about
personal job-related matters and a secondary need
for information about organizational decision
making, along with a greater opportunity to voice
complaints and evaluate superiors.

2.

The farther up the ladder the less follow-up
communication is done, especially by top
management.

3.

The best information sources are those closest to
employees.

4.

Information from top management is of lower quality
than information from key sources.

5.

Employees tend to get more information than they
want from the "grapevine."

6.

More face-to-face communication is needed,
especially from top management.

7.

Organizations as a whole lack complete openness and
sufficient incentives.

8.

Most employees lack optimism toward their future
with the company because of lack of feedback,
appraisal and involvement in decision making.

9.

No general relationship is found between
demographic variables and communication variables.

10.

The greater the distance between the communication
source and the receiver, the less information is
received, the less follow-up there is, and quality
and relationships are poorer.

The researchers went back to these 16 organizations to
determine the success of the audits and the effects it had
on company performance.

Clear support for the value of the

12
ICA audit as a pragmatic technique to enhance communication
effectiveness, was provided.

However, the relationship

between good communication and overall organizational
performance was not elucidated.

Few

respondents could

perceive specific organizational progress.

There was

though,

a perceived advantage of having experienced the

audit.

Ten organizations indicated that the audit was

beneficial, and 11 said they would recommend continued use
of the audit to evaluate and improve communications.
questionnaire items used established face validity.

The
They

were successful in differentiating between communication
variables.

Ongoing analysis (repeating the audit when

appropriate) provided reinforcement for any new procedure
that was adopted.

Most organizations expressed that the

audit resulted in "some" or "significant" improvements of
all communication variables.

Some of the adopted changes or

new practices included:
1.

New, reviewed or eliminated divisions, work units,
policy manuals, committees, standard operating
procedures and "open door" policies;

2.

Changes in communication methods by adding, revising
or eliminating schedules, formats, feedback spans,
incident reports, publications, memos, group
planning sessions, top management visits and
presentations with employees, and recognition
ceremonies;

3.

Added or revised training programs to include
communication workshops.
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Four of the five organizations that indicated significant
improvements had adopted most of the recommendations as a
result of the audit.

Any new procedure requires as much

cooperation and enthusiasm as a company can put together
(Goldhaber and Krivonos, 1977).

This reinforces the audit

as being a beneficial diagnostic and direct intervention
technique.
The ICA audit is not without weakness according to
Goldhaber and Krivonos.

The process is a long one and

organizations have practical limits on time.

Some of the

data is collected in a subjective manner, and is dependent
upon the cooperation of the members.
audit is not always understood.

The language of the

There have also been too

few documented audits of profit motivated companies.

More

proof as to the cost effectiveness would help in this area.
The same study also pointed out some definite strengths of
the audit.

It is based on a sound conceptual framework that

has been tested in a variety of organizations.

It is the

only standardized system of communication measurement
available today.
internal validity.

The instruments are shown to have high
The standardization allows norms to be

established and comparisons between organizations can be
made to provide external validity.
The credibility provided by the successes of the ICA
audit, and the use of other communication audits by
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researchers and organizations, lend strong support for
continued study and practical application of the audit
procedure.

It should be further employed to reinforce the

apparent relationship between communication variables and
job satisfaction, in an effort to link both of them with
organizational performance.

III .

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

While a number of efforts have been made in the study of
organizational communication effects on job satisfaction, no
known predictive model for satisfaction was uncovered .
Diversity among people and organizations may prevent a
standard model from ever becoming a reality.
does not propose to accomplish such a feat.

This study
It does strive

to add support to the possibility of such an eventual model.
This study has a dual purpose.

First, it will examine

supervisor communication behavior as perceived by employees,
and analyze its possible effect on satisfaction.

This will

be done by identifying employees who perceive negative
communication behavior, then determining what percentage of
the group has low job satisfaction.

The second purpose will

be another practical use of the communication audit process
to analyze communication variables in a profit motivated
organization.

The intent is to add to a predictive model

for employee satisfaction across diverse organizations.
This study will seek the answers to the following
research questions:
1.

Does the communication behavior of management, as
perceived by employees, affect the satisfaction of
those employees?
15
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2.

Is the communication audit useful for isolating
specific communication problems within an
organization?

Answers to these questions will be discussed based on survey
results.

IV.

METHODOLOGY

Data Collection

A suitable organization with a large population provided
the opportunity to collect the data.

A manufacturing plant

in the Central Florida area was chosen because of its
diverse structure, and management's desire for an analysis
of the company's communication system.

The organization had

recently been acquired by a larger, foreign company.

The

employee relations department was particularly concerned
about the effect the new management and the reorganization
had on employee attitudes.

That concern was reflected in

the many information outlets and a previous attitude survey
done the year before.

Any attitude change during the period

between the two surveys was of interest to them.
The tool used for data collection was one of the five
designed by the ICA:

a comprehensive Questionnaire Survey.

As noted earlier, the questionnaire items used by the ICA
were successful in establishing face validity by
differentiating between communication variables (Brooks et
al., 1979).

The survey itself was reduced to 100 attitude

responses that covered the critical communication variables,
and met the requirements and limitations set by the
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organization. 1

Each item allowed for responses on a five-

point, bi-polar scale .

The responses to the survey indicate

probable attitudes and perceptions respondents have for
management, themselves, the organization and its
communication practices.
The surveys were distributed to the 1,500 members of the
company by the Employee Relations Department staff.

Most

levels of the organization were surveyed including:
operation workers, engineers, marketing and sales staff,
management and administrative personnel.

Respondents took

the questionnaire home with them and were given up to five
days to return them to collection boxes located at all
company entrances.

Measurement

The measurement of supervisor communication behavior was
broken down into seven areas having to do with information
adequacy and communication relations.

They included the

following:

Upward and Downward Communication
Subjects were asked to describe the amount of
information they now receive or send versus the amount they
want to receive or send.

The intent of these first two
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sections was to isolate the communication variables of
sending and receiving information to and from others.

They

covered such topic areas as job progress and requirements,
organizational policies and status, and job complaints and
evaluations.

Follow-up Communication
Subjects were asked to indicate the amount of action
taken on information they send by various organizational
levels.

Those levels included top management, immediate

supervisor, co-workers and subordinates.

Information Quality
Subjects were asked to describe the quality of
information they receive in terms of timeliness, accuracy
and usefulness.

The questionnaire uses five key sources as

references for that information.

Those sources include:

immediate supervisors, top management, co-workers,
subordinates (if applicable) and the grapevine.

The intent

here was to disclose the perception respondents have for the
value of the information from these key sources.

Communication Channels
Three information channels were rated by respondents in
terms of the amount of information they now receive through
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tha t channe l , and the amount they desire to receive.
channels of information included:

The

verbal (face to face,

telephone) , written (memos , letters, notices) and
departmental meetings .

Information Sources
Subjects were asked to indicate the amount of
information they were now receiving from a particular
source, and the amount they actually wanted to receive.
various sources that were evaluated included:

The

immediate

supervisor, top management, company publications, co-workers
and other departments.

This section and the others seek to

uncover any deficiency or overload of information from
particular communication sources and compare it to the
respondent's attitude as to how much information there
should be.

Communication Relationships
Subjects were asked to indicate the extent of the
relationship they have with various communication sources in
the organization.

The various proposed relationships are in

terms of trust, honesty, credibility, influence,
understanding, praise, and recognition.

The source of the

relationships include immediate supervisor, top management
and co-workers.
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Satisfaction among the respondents was measured by
having them indicate their attitudes toward various
organizational outcomes.

Nine outcomes, which the ICA used

to determine employee satisfaction, were chosen by the
researcher and the company as being the most critical.

The

areas included job, supervisor, pay department, personal
progress, opportunities,

surroundings and relationships.

The last set of measurements were of demographic
variables.

This was included to see if any problem,

low

satisfaction, or negative response was prevalent among any
particular segment of the population.
included:

classification,

and seniority.

The demographic areas

job function,

age,

sex, education

This was primarily for use by the company.

Data Analysis

The seven sections of the survey dealing with the
organizational communication variables were evaluated to
determine their positive or negative implications.

For

example, if a particular item was indicated as being low or
very low in quantity or quality by a large percentage, while
at the same time the desire was for more or better quantity
or quality, the item was judged as a negative situation.
Furthermore, if the indication as to the present situation
was high or very high in quantity, from a large percentage,
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while the actual desire from that source was for less
communication, that too was considered negative.

A positive

situation was where the actual conditions, according to
respondents, were on a somewhat equal basis with their
desired conditions.

Those communication variables not

having the comparison in the survey, were judged as to their
obvious implications (i.e.,

lack of trust).

A "large

percentage of responses " was, defined as 50 percent or more
on either end of the five-point scale.

In a negative

situation, the segment responding negatively was analyzed as
a subgroup to see what percentage wants more information
than they are receiving now. 2
The next step was to isolate those respondents with low
satisfaction.

That determination was made by isolating the

group of subjects who were satisfied "little" or "very
little" with seven of the nine "organizational outcomes"
(see Appendix B).
employees.

They were labeled "dissatisfied"

Having isolated responses with negative

implications, the responses were analyzed to see what
percentage came from dissatisfied employees.

The contention

of this is that a large percentage of negative response
should come from the dissatisfied segment.

V.

RESULTS

Of the approximately 1,500 surveys distributed among
employees to take home and complete, 904 surveys (60.3%)
were returned .

A distribution of responses for the entire

survey was completed.

Contained in the first seven sections

of the survey were the supervisor communication behavior
variables.

The results from each of these seven sections

pertaining to that behavior are listed and described in
terms of critical negative response in the following
sections.

Critical negative responses are those which refer

to supervisor communication behavior and indicate a negative
situation.

Receiving Information From Others

The distribution of response percentages over the fivepoint scale are contained in Table 1.

The response that

appears the most significant is the 48.8% who indicate that
they now receive "very little" information on company
mistakes.

In order to simplify the determination of a

·
·
·
th e
negative
response situation
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II

l.i ttl e " an d " very 1 i. ttl e "
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were totaled (L/VL), as were the "great" and "very great"
(G/VG) responses.
In topic areas number 5, 6, 7 and 8 at least 50% said
they receive L/VL information on that topic.

At the same

time, they indicate that the amount of information they want
to receive, ranges from 65.5 to 85.5% G/VG.

These variables

can be considered a negative situation in organization
communications.

Further analysis of the subgroup of

respondents who said L/VL in these four areas,

shows that at

least 70% in each case said they wanted more than they were
receiving.
Table 2).

This was true for all nine topic areas (see
In one case as many as 87% wanted more than they

were now receiving.
Two other topic areas,

job progress and company

policies, could also be considered negative from employee
response.

Even though less than 50% said L/VL, 80% in both

cases wanted G/VG.

The adequacy of information in these

nine areas could very well be a result of supervisor
communication behavior.

Sending Information to Others

Basically, these four topic areas can depend on
different situations such as the ability or desire on the
part of the employee, and the opportunity or encouragement
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TABLE 2
SUBGROUP OF RESPONDENTS INDICATING 1/VL NOW, AND THE
PERCENTAGE OF THAT SUBGROUP WANTING TO RECEIVE G/VG

% Receive
Topic Area

L/V Now

% of Subgroup
Wanting G/VG

1. Job Progress

42.5

72.5

2 . Job Requirements

30.7

80.1

3 . Company Policies

42 . 0

74.1

5 . Pay and Benefits

29 . 4

83 . 5

5. How Technological Changes
Affect Your Job

52.6

72.2

6 . Mistakes and Failures
Of Your Company

64.9

69.8

7. How Your Performance
Is Being Judged

50.9

87 . 0

8 . Promotion and Advancement
Opportunities In Your
Company

49.9

83 . 6

9 . How Your Job Relates
To The Total Operation
Of Your Company

31. 7

74.8
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provided by the supervisor and/or company.

The importance

of such a communication practice is apparent:
needs to hear from employees.

management

The response to this section

was somewhat different than the previous section (see Table
3).

In only one topic area; "complaints about job and/or

working conditions," do over 50% say that they send L/VL
information now.

At the same time a smaller percentage

(40.3) say they want to send more information on that topic.
The analysis of the subgroups who responded "L/VL now,"
in all four cases, showed that less than half said they
wanted (G/VG) more information.

The indication here is a

lack of desire among many employees to send information to
others.

Follow Up

Action taken on the part of Top Management on
information sent to them from employees is perceived as L/VL
by 55.4% of the respondents (see Table 4).

Response to

these particular survey items may, of course, be contingent
on the actual amount of information sent.

As for the

immediate supervisor, response was considerably more
positive.

Nearly 40% said they get G/ VG follow up on

information they send to the immediate supervisor.
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TABLE 3
RESPONSE TO COMMUNICATION VARIABLES IN SECTION 2
" SENDING INFORMATION TO OTHERS," AND ANALYSIS OF SUBGROUP
10 .
Reports of
Your Job
Activity and
Progress
Amount I
Receive
Now

VL
L

s
G
VG

Amount I
Want to
Receive

VL
L

s
G
VG

Total of
Subgroup

11.
Complaints About
Your Job
and/or Working
Conditions

-16 . 5
15 . 7
35 . 3
25.4
4.8

26.8
23.8
32.7
10.3

12.
Requests for
Information You
Need to Do
Your Job

13.
Opinions
About Change
Affecting
My Job

4.0

15. 6
14.3
39.8
21. 0
6.9

23.5
22.2
36.4
10.4
3.9

3.5
4.2
33.3
40.8
15. 6

12.6
11.4
33.2
24 . 0
16.3

6 .5
5.5
27.0
34.3
23.7

6.6
6.9
33.6
30 . 4
18.1

32.2 L/VL

50.6 L/VL

29 . 9 L/VL

45. 7 L/VL

46.7 G/VG

33 . 0 G/VG

47 . 4 G/VG

41. 4 G/VG

% of
Subgroup
Wanting
Change

TABLE 4
RESPONSE TO COMMUNICATION VARIABLES IN SECTION 3,
"FOLLOW UP"
T-:>pic Area

Amount of Action Taken
VL

L

s

G

VG

14 . Top Management

37.3

18.1

26.1

9.2

1.5

15. Immediate Supervisor

13.2

13.2

32.5

29.1

9.7
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Sources of Information

Here again Top Management is perceived by employees as
the weakest source and qualifies as the most negative
situation.

Respondents said that 49.8% get very little

information from this source, and a total of 73.8% indicated
L/VL.

An examination of the 73.8% L/VL subgroup shows that

73.5% of that group wants much more (see Table 5).

Response

to the immediate supervisor was not nearly as negative (30.7
L/VL, 84.1 G/VG), yet 77.0% of the L/VL subgroup wanted more
information from their supervisor.
Departmental meetings are a source linked to supervisor
communication behavior, as is the company newsletter because
management usually runs the meeting, or supplies the
information for the newsletter.

Of the 43.7% who say they

get L/VL from meetings 72.0% want more.
company newsletter was fairly neutral.
reversed for the "grapevine."

Response to the
The situation is

Yet it is still negative.

A

majority (51.2%) say they get a large amount from this
source, but 58.8% indicated that they want less.
G/VG subgroup had 58.5% wanting L/VL.

The 51.2%

The results of this

section indicate that employees want more information from
management and less from the grapevine.
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TABLE 5
RESPONSE TO COMMUNICATION VARIABLES IN SECTION 4
"SOURCES OF INFORMATION," AND ANALYSIS OF SUBGROUP
16.
Immediate
Supervisor
Amount I
Receive
Now

VL
L

s
G
VG

Amount I
Want to
Receive

VL
L

s

G
VG
Total of
Subgroup

17.
18.
Department
Meetings Grapevine

19.
Company
Newsletter

20.
Top
Management

14.7
16.0
35.7
25.7
7.0

24.2
19.5
35.7
14.9
4.1

9.5
10.2
28.1
25.8
25.4

15.6
22.2
45.9
12.1
3.1

49.8
24.0
18.4
5.0
1.0

1. 7
2.3
11.0
45.7
38.4

1. 7
3.2
20.0
42.9
31.0

38.5
21. 3
21. 3
9.4
7.6

4.3
5.3
29.9
36.0
23.1

2.5
3.0
20.1
36.8
34.6

30. 7 L/VL

43.7 L/VL

51.2 G/VG

37.8 L/V

73.8 L/VL

77.0 G/VG

72.0 G/VG

58.5 L/VL

46.5 G/VG

73.5 G/VG

% of
Subgroup
Wanting
Change

TABLE 6
RESPONSE TO COMMUNICATION VARIABLES IN SECTION 5,
"QUALITY OF INFORMATION FROM KEY SOURCES"
Source

To What Extent

Quality
VL

L

s

G

VG

Immediate
Supervisor

21. Timely
22. Accurate
23. Useful

17.1
10.4
6.4

17.9
10.1
13.6

34.8
28.5
38.8

23.2
36.1
28.0

4.9
13.1
9.1

Top
Management

24. Timely
25. Accurate
26. Useful

33.1
15.5
18.3

29.0
20.2
20.7

23.5
32.0
36.5

9.8
23.9
16.0

2.4
5.6
5.6
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Quality of Information From Key Sources

The only critical negative situation in this section was
the response to the timeliness of Top Management's
information .

A total of 62.1% responded L/VL.

The other

quality variables for Top Management had more neutral
responses (see Table 6).

Employees were more positive

toward the quality of information received from their
immediate supervisor.

Nearly 50% indicated that most of the

information is accurate.

Channels of Communication

Departmental meetings were viewed as the weakest of the
three channels, with 48.3% saying they get L/VL and 69.8%
saying they want G/VG through that channel.

Also, 71.2% of

the 48.3 L/VL subgroup indicated that they wanted more from
department meetings (see Table 7).

The other two channels,

verbal and written, had responses that were not nearly as
critical.

Organizational Communication Relationships

The communication relationships between employees and
management depend largely on the communication behavior of
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the supervisor.

The respondents gave a good rating to their

immediate supervisor in terms of trust and honesty.

Over

50% in both cases gave a G/VG response (see Table 8 ) .

Most

respondents indicated that they are able to tell their
supervisor when things go wrong (54.7% G/VG).

Supervisors

were also perceived as doing well in listening ability,
maintaining relations and understanding.
Response toward the immediate supervisor's practice of
rewarding and praising was not positive; 57.1% responded
L/VL for rewarding, and 41.8% responded L/VL for praise.
Consistent with previous results was the negative reaction
toward Top Management.

A total of 49.4% indicated L/VL for

"trust of Top Management."

Overall, the relations between

subordinate and immediate supervisor seem positive, with
some weaknesses.

Employee Satisfaction Toward Organizational Outcomes

In four of the nine outcomes at least 50% of the
respondents indicated G/VG as their satisfaction level (see
Table 9).

Those outcomes included relations with people and

supervisor, job and department.

On the other hand, two

outcomes had negative response.

A majority of respondents

were dissatisfied with chances of getting ahead (51.2% L/VL)
and company's efforts to keep employees informed (56.9%
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L/VL).

Satisfaction with pay, progress and opportunities to

contribute had a much more even distribution of responses.
Of the 904 total respondents, 260 (28.8%) were not
satisfied with at least seven out of nine outcomes.

These

respondents confirmed the subgroup labled "dissatisfied."

Dissatisfied Employees Respon~e to
Supervisor Communication Variables

In the effort to relate employee dissatisfaction to the
negative situations of supervisor communication behavior,
two areas were analyzed.

First, each negatively responding

subgroup were examined to see what percentage of the
subgroup qualified as dissatisfied employees. 3

Even though

many responses may have indicated areas of concern to an
organization, only those with a high percentage of undesired
response were examined.

On the average 43.3% of all

negative responses came from dissatisfied employees.

4

The

range of percentages was from 32.0% to 63.1% of the subgroup
( see Table 10).
The second approach was to compare the negative
responses of the dissatisfied employees to the negative
responses of the entire population.

In every case, the

dissatisfied employees responded more negatively, an average
of 17.0% more (see Table 10).

The range of differences was
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from 7 . 4% to 2807%.

The area where dissatisfied employees

have consistently large negative reaction and make up a
large percentage of the negative response is communication
relationships.

Their rapport with their immediate

supervisor and trust of top management is much less than
that of the total respondents.

VI.

DISCUSSION

Two research questions were considered in this study:
1.

Does the communication behavior of management, as
perceived by employees, affect the satisfaction of
those employees?

2.

Is the communication audit useful for isolating
specific communication problems within an
organization?

This section will focus on the answers to these questions
provided by the survey results.

An interpretation of the

survey responses in terms of the research questions will be
done, along with a possible explanation for these results.
Conclusions drawn from the overall employee responses will
suggest implications for future research based on this
study.
Discussion of Results on Question 1

There were a number of examples of negative response to
supervisor communication behavior variables.

Over 50% of

the 904 respondents indicated they receive little or very
little (L/VL) information on such areas as:
1.

how technological changes affect their job,

2.

the mistakes and failures of their company,

3.

how their performance is being judged, and
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4.

the promotion and advancement opportunities in
their company.

In these four topic areas most respondents indicate that
they do not receive the amount of information they perceive
as adequate.

Also over 40% reported they receive L/VL

information on job progress or company policies.

These

negative responses appear to be associated with the 56.9% of
overall dissatisfaction with the company's effort to keep
employees informed.

The dissatisfied subgroup was

considerably more negative.

An average of 17% more of the

subgroup believed they received L/VL information on these
topic areas.

They also made up 39% of the total number of

negative respondents.

Two things should be considered here:

1.

As a group dissatisfied's were 17% more negative in
their perception of receiving information from
others.

2.

While the subgroup was only 28% of the entire
population, being 39% of the negative respondents
indicates a good possibility that a negative
response came from a dissatisfied employee.

Employee communication activities raises another concern
to management.

There is an apparent lack of strong desire

to send information to others.

This is usually the

determined by the extent of management's encouragement f o r
openness and employee input (Stull, 1978; Gildea and
Emanuel, 1980; Hecht, 1982).

In only two cases (repo rts on

progress and job information requests) , do more than 5 0%
feel they want to send more information now.

In these same
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cases though, only 30% felt they do not send enough.
matter of fact,

As a

in each case, less than 50% of the subgroup

who indicated they send L/VL now, actually want to send
more.

There was a more negative response from the

dissatisfied subgroup.

In three of the cases, an average of

48% indicate they send L/VL now, and 60.5% indicate they
want to send more.

Dissatisfied employees apparently do not

think they have as much input as the rest of the employees.
Another result, consistent with findings in previous
audits is the fact that most respondents indicate they get a
good deal of their information from the grapevine, but
desire much, much less.

Quite often this information is

unreliable and distorts perceptions.

Increased information

exchange between the two groups is necessary to hold the
"rumor mill" in check.
The communication behavior of Top Management, and the
accessibility they have with employees, is not perceived
well among respondents, especially dissatisfied ones.
Employees responded negatively toward Top Management in
terms of:
1.

the amount of action they take on information sent
to them by employees,

2.

a source of information,

3.

the timeliness of information from them, and

4.

the trust they have for them.
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This would indicate very little interaction between the two,
and what little there is, is not perceived well.

According

to Infante (1979) these perceptions have a stronger impact
on employee satisfaction than items such as salary and
position.

This statement certainly seems reflected in the

fact that 79.2% of the dissatisfied employees responded
negatively (19% more than the whole population) toward Top
Management behavior.

Also, 38.5% of the negative responses

came from this subgroup.
Respondents were much more positive in their outlook
toward their immediate supervisor.

They have no serious

concern about the follow-up their supervisor provides, and
most view them as a good source of information.

They are

somewhat positive toward the quality of information from
their supervisor, with a total of 49.2% indicating G/VG as
to the accuracy of information.

As for communication

relationships, immediate supervisors did very well in areas
such as trust, honesty, listening, understanding and
maintaining relations.

The only strong negative response

came in their ability to reward and praise employees for
performance.

Of course, rewarding employees may be

restricted by company policies.
The dissatisfied subgroup again was not nearly as
positive, in fact, they tended to be negative in their
perceptions of immediate supervisor communication behavior.
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For example , 56.6% felt they received L/VL information from
their supervisor, and 48.5% felt they got L/VL follow-up on
their input .

There was an average of 21% more negative

response from dissatisfied respondents toward information
quality elements of their supervisor.

There was also strong

negative response from the subgroup toward relationships
with their supervisor.

On the average 53.8% responded

negatively on supervisor communication relationship aspects.
A high of 82.3% said they got L/VL reward from their
supervisor for their performance.
worth noting.

Two indications here are

First, the dissatisfied subgroup that made up

28.8% of the population were generally not happy with their
relationship with their supervisor, and the communication
behavior of that supervisor.

Second, even though most

employees were happy with their supervisor's communication
behavior, of those who were not, 55.5% were dissatisfied
employees.
Finally, there is one more negative response area worth
noting.

Department meetings were perceived as a weak source

of information, and an infrequently used channel by a
substantial segment.

This was especially true for

dissatisfied respondents, where 59.8% responded negatively.
One might expect that with the good communication
relationship between supervisor and subordinate this might

44
not be the case.

The problem may actually be the frequency

of such department meetings.
To this point, the discussion has examined what aspects
of supervisor communication behavior was perceived negative
by the entire population, and the dissatisfied subgroup.
Once again, on the average 43.3% of all of the negative
responses came from the dissatisfied employees, and 17% of
the subgroup was more negative when compared to the whole
population.

It would appear that there is some connection

between the amount of dissatisfied respondents and the
perceived negative behavior.

What continues to remain

unclear is which affects which.

Even though in such

critical areas as relationships with immediate supervisor
and perceptions of Top Management, where the dissatisfied
subgroup was considerably more negative, the numbers were
not significantly high enough to indicate a relationship.
Therefore, while suspicions that communication behavior
affects satisfaction remain strong, it is not possible to
conclude that such a causation exists from this study.

Discussion of Results on Question 2

Once again it should be noted that this survey was only
one of five of the audit tools used by the ICA.

The survey

was also reduced in length and modified to meet the
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organization's restrictions and some of their desired
analyses.

Nevertheless, the 100 questions covered a broad

range of communication variables pertaining to this study
and to the interest of the company involved.

The variables

ranged from upward and downward communication, information
channels and sources, the quality and follow-up provided by
the sources and the extent of relationships between
supervisor and subordinate.

There were provisions for

analysis of employee satisfaction.

It also provided for

analysis according to demographic and communication
apprehension variables for company use.
As for survey acceptance by respondents, with 904
surveys returned out of some 1,500 distributed (a 60.3%
response rate to a take-home survey) apparently the
instrument was understandable and motivated their input.
The management involved responded with enthusiasm.

They

were pleased with the response percentage, and were happy to
get both positive and negative employee input that could be
used as a basis for change they had anticipated being
necessary.
The important test is whether this survey established
face validity between the communication variables.

The

survey did break down each of the communication variable
sections into numerous items and areas considered relevant
by the ICA and the company involved.

Responses to the same
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item in different sections was consistent.

For example, the

negative response to Top Management was the same in all four
sections it was contained, as was the response toward
department meetings, pay, and rewarding practices.
Immediate supervisors did well throughout in their
communication behavior and relationships.

Another good

example is where in many of the topic areas when company and
job-related information was the topic, respondents were not
satisfied.

This was also the response to the company's

overall effort to keep employees informed.

In fact, the

findings of this survey were consistent with the overall
results of the 16 ICA audits reported by Brooks, Callicoat
and Siegerdt (1979).

The results were very similar to the

eight common findings reported.

By allowing employees to

indicate both what present communication conditions were,
and what they desired it to be, it was possible to isolate
specific communication problems the company might have.
This further allowed for analysis of problem areas to see
just what percentage of the population saw it as a
communication imbalance.
Based on the response and acceptance, it is reasonable
to conclude that the procedure was not only useful in
isolating specific communication problems, it was also
effective in differentiating between communication
variables.

This face validity was also helpful in
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suggesting possible means of improving communication
practices .

Conclusions

Basically this study accomplished what it set out to do.
It did not propose to create a predictive model for a
communication effectiveness/employee satisfaction link.

It

did however intend to add much-needed support to the
assumption that effective organizational communication
practices and behavior are related in a positive way to
employee satisfaction.
established.

No significant causal link was

It was never anticipated.

A more extensive

analysis, with in-depth interviewing, etc., over a long
period of time would be necessary to prove such a
relationship.

Then, the results might only be true for that

particular organization or similar ones.
This study did show that where there was a negative
response to a communication situation, a large percentage of
the responses came from dissatisfied employees , ,e ven with
less than one-third of the population qualifying as
dissatisfied.

Had the dissatisfied criteria been less

stringent, the percentage would have been much higher.

It

also showed that dissatisfied employees were far more
negative in response toward all communication variables.

It
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is possible that those who were dissatisfied already had
that attitude and they naturally responded negatively, no
matter what the actual situation was.
This study also demonstrated a successful application of
part of the audit procedure in a large profit-motivated
organization.

It proved useful to the study and to the

company in isolating and analyzing specific communication
problems.

It was consistent with the results of many

previous audits, adding to its diagnostic validity.

It was

also well received by all groups involved.

Implications for Future Research

What is needed to establish a definite positive relation
between effective communication behavior and employee
satisfaction is time.

A longitudinal study, possibly three

to five years, should be done with the same organization
using the same tools.

Each time the audit is completed, a

group of reasonable improvements, based on the findings,
should be implemented.

Then any improvement in employee

perception of communication behavior could be checked
against any change in satisfaction level.

Included in this

long range study should be audit tools such as interviews
and diaries to provide more insight as to the specific
causes of dissatisfaction.
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This study also provides numerous opportunities for
correlation analysis.

The analysis should not only be for

satisfaction versus supervisor communication behavior
responses, but for many other possible relations.

The data

provides a wealth of possibilities, such as the response to
information on job progress or company policies and the
negative response to the company's effort to keep employees
informed.

It is safe to say that the data from this study

could generate numerous related studies just by the analysis
of the various possible correlations.
This same effort should be repeated for other types of
organizations, in other industries, both profit and nonprofit.

At the same time, any improvement in satisfaction

as a result of improved communication should be compared to
the company's productivity, taking into account all outside
factors that may be an influence, to see if the improvements
have had a positive economic effect.

Then and only then can

organizational communication research hope to establish a
definite relationship between communication effectiveness
and organizational performance.

APPENDIX A

REMAINING RESPONSE DISTRIBUTION
OF SURVEY ITEMS NOT INCLUDED
IN TABLES
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FOLLOW UP
Source

Amount

Co-workers
Subordinates

VL

L

s

G

VG

7.6
13. 6

9.2
7.6

37.6
25.9

35.0
26.1

7.6
6.7

SOURCES OF INFORMATION
Amount I
Receive Now

Source
VL

L

s

Amount I
Want to Receive
G

VG

Individuals in
other units,
departments in
your company

19.6 19.4 37.7 16.8 4.6

Co-workers in
your own unit
or department

7.3 12.4 42.3 28.4 7.9

Subordinates
(If Applicable)

12.6

VL

L

s

G

7.2 10.4 36.2 28.5 15. 7

8.7 25.3 11.7 3.1

5.9

6.1 30.4 37.3 18.3

8.4

6.3 20.5 17.9

QUALITY OF INFORMATION FROM KEY SOURCES
Source

To What Extent

Quality

VG

VL

L

s

G

VG

Subordinate

Timely
Accurate
Useful

6.5
3.4
3.4

6.7
7.0
6.3

21. 0
22.9
22.8

13.9
15.5
16.3

3.1
2.7
3.2

Co-workers

Timely
Accurate
Useful

7.0
5.2
5.9

13.3
11. 6
10. 6

45 .1
40.4
40.6

25.7
32.6
30.3

5.1
6.0
8.0

Grapevine

Timely
Accurate
Useful

14.4
15. 8
21. 9

15. 9
21.5
22.3

28.3
32.4
30.8

24.0
20.0
14.9

14.6
7.9
7.3

8.3
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ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS
Relationship

To What Extent

Extent to which you
trust your co - workers

VL

L

4.9

7.3

s
37.7

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Job Classification
Hourly
Professional (Salaried)
Management
Administrative

39.5
42.4
12.8
3.8

Male
Female

62.3
36.5

Sex

How Long with the Company
Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
More than 15 years

6.2
25 . 9
32.3
19.5
15.5

Education Completed
Elementary school
High school
Some college/tech
College/ tech
Grad school

2.5
18.4
34.5
35.6
8.1

Under
21 to
31 to
41 to
50+

22.9
30.4
25.6
19.7

20 years
30
41
50

.8

G

38.3

VG

11.4

53

Job Function
Engineer
Marketing/sales
Administration
Operations
Other

30.5
7 .4
26.3
9.7
25 .1

COMMUNICATING WITH OTHERS
A

u

D

SD

17.9

45.9

21. 9

8.6

4.3

I am afraid to
express myself in
a group

5.5

10.1

12.8

44.1

25. 7

I look forward
to an opportunity to
speak in public

9.0

22.8

30.9

25.4

9.6

Although I talk fluently
with friends, I am at
a loss for words on
the platform

8.2

18.3

23.0

33.2

13.9

I always avoid
speaking in public
if possible

6.0

18.0

19.4

40.0

14.4

I feel that I
am more fluent when
talking to people than
most other people are

7.2

27.0

32.7

25.8

4.5

17.9

46.1

18.5

11. 3

3.7

5.0

14.2

14.4

40.3

24.1

Statement

SA

I look forward
to expressing myself
at meetings

I like to get
involved in group
discussion
Conversing with people
who hold positons
of authority causes
me to be fearful
and tense

APPENDIX B

COMMUNICATION SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
AND INSTRUCTIONS
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COMMUNICATION SURVEY

The purpose of this questionnaire is to give you a chance to tell us what you
think about the communications at
are numerous questions in this survey.

As you can see, there
Please answer all of them as each has

special meaning for improving the operation of your company.

The survey is confidential and you may feel free to respond as frankly as you
like --- there are no right or wrong answers.

Please mark all your responses on the attached "IBM" answer sheet.

We ask

that you use the Noo 2 pencil supplied, and please carefully erase any stray
pencil markso

If you do not find a response that describes how you feel, mark

the closest one to it.
blank.

If any questions do not apply to you, please leave it

Do not write your name on the answer sheet.

We appreciate your patience for this important survey.

PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE TO EACH QUESTION.
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RECEIVING INFORMATION FROM OTHERS
Instructions for questions l throu h 18. You can receive information about
various op1cs 1n your company. For each topic listed in the following
section, mark your response on the "IBM" sheet that best indicated:
L

The amount of information you are receiving on that topic,
and,

2.

The amount of information you want to receive on that topic.
This is the amount
of information I
receive now.

This is the amount
of information I
want to receive.

V

V

e
r
y

V

e

V

e

r

e

r

y

r
y

y

Toeic Area

L

L

i

i

t

t

t
t

1
e

1
e

m a a
e t t

2

3

s
0

G G

r
e

r
e

L

L

i
t
t
1
e

i

s

G G

r
e

r

e e t

t

t
t
l

e
m a a
0

Progress in your job

L

l

4

5

2.

1 2

3

4

5

Your job requirements

3.

1 2 3 4

5

4

l

3

4

5

Company policies

5.

l

2

3

4

5

2 3 4

5

Pay and benefits

7.

l

2

3

4

5

8.

l

2

3

4

5

How technological changes
effect your job

9.

l

2

3

4

5

10.

l

2

3

4

5

Mistakes and failures of
your company

11.

l

2 3 ,4 5

12.

l

2

3

4

5

How your performance is
being judged

13.

l

2

3

4

5

14. 1 2

3

4

5

Promotion and advancement
opportunities in your company

15.

l. 2

3

4

5

16. l

3

4

5

How your job relates to the
total operation of your
company

17.

l

2

3

4

5

18. 1 2-3 4 5

' 6. l

2

2
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SENDI NG INFORMATION TO OTHERS
Instruct ions for que s t ions 19 throuah 26. In addition to information
received , there are di fferent topics of information that you can send to
others . For each topic listed in the following section, mark your response on
the "IBM " sheet t ha t best indicates:
1.

The amount of in forma t ion you are sending on that topic,
and ,

2.

The amount of information you want to send on that topic.
This is the amount
of information I
send now.

This is the amount
of information I
want to send.
V

V

e

V

e

V

r

e

r

e

r

y

y

r
y

y
L L
i i

s

r
e
0
l 1 m a
e e e t

r
e
a
t

Reports of your job activity
and progress

19. 1 2 3 4

5

Complai nts about your job and
and/or working conditions

21.

1

2

3

4

Requests for information you
you need to do your job

23.

l

2

3

4

t
t

t
t

To12ic Area

Opinions about change affecting 25.
my job

L L
i i
t t

G G

G G

s r r

t t 0 e e·
1 1 m a a
e e e t t
3

4

5

20.

l

2

5

22.

l

2 3 4 5

5

24.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

26.

1 2 3 4 5
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FOLLOW-UP
Instructions for questions 27 through 30.

Indicate on the "IBM" sheet the

amount of action or follow-up that is taken on information you send to the
following:
V

e

V

r

e

y

r
y

L

L

i

i

t
t

t
t

1
e

1

e

G

G

r

r

0

e

m

e

a
t

e
a
t

s

27.

Top management

1

2

3

4

5

28.

Immediate supervisor

l

2

3

4

5

29.

Co-workers

1

2

3

4

5

30.

Subordinates

1

2

3

4

5
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION
Instructions for guestions 31 through 46. You not only receive various kinds
of information, but can receive such information from various sources within
the company • For each source listed below, mark your response on the "IBM"
sheet that best indicates:
l.

The amount of information you are receiving from that source,
and ,

2.

The amount of information you want to receive from that source.
This is the amount
of information I
receive now.

V

V

e

V

e

r
y

e

r
y

r
y

L

L

i

i

G G

t t s r r
t t 0 e e
l
Source of Information

This is the amount
of information I
want to receive.

e

1 m a
e e t

a
t

V

e
r
y

L

L

i

i

t
t

s

G G

r
e e
1 m a a
t
t

l
e e

r

0

e t

t

32. 1 2 3 4 5

Your immediate superior

31. l

Department meetings

33. 1 2 3 4 5

34. l

2

3

Individuals in other units,
departments in your company

35. l

2

3

4 5

36. l

2

3 4 5

Co-workers in your own unit
or department

37. l

2

3

4

5

38. l

2

3 4 5

The "gravevine" (rumor-mill)

39. l

2

3

4

5

40. l

2

3 4 .5

The company newsletter

41. l

2 3 4 5

42. 1

2

3 4 5

Top management

43. l

2

3

5

44. l

2

3 4 5

Subordinates (if applicable)

45. l

2

3 4 5

46. l

2

3 4 5

2 3 4 5

4

4 5
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QUALITY OF INFORMATION FROM KEY SOURCES

Instructions for questions 47 through 61. Of all the sources of information
listed previously, some, of course, are more IMPORTANT to employees than
others. We have listed below five (5) sources of information to most
employees. We would like your opinion on the "quality" of information
received from these sources -- in terms of timeliness, accuracy, and
usefulness. Please mark your responses on your "IBM" sheet.
T

L

0

i

G

s

t
t
T1

0

o e

a

e

a E

E

E

X

e e

GX
r t

r n
t

LE
i X
t t
t e
n

n

y

e t

t

an
t t

t
e e
r n
y t

1

2

3

4

5

Accurate (you can trust the informa- 1
tion --- it is generally believable)

2

4

5

5

1

2

3

4

5

X

V

To what extent is information you
receive from your immediate
superior usually:
47. Timely (you get information when

t

T

l

0

T

m

0

r
e
T a
0 t

a

t
e

e e

a E
X

V

you need it --- not too early or
too late)
48c

49. Useful (you can use the information)

(If questions 50-52 are not applicable, skip to question 53.)

To what extent is the information you
receive from your subordinates usually:
50. Timely

1

2

3

4

5

51. Accurate

l

2

3

4

5

52. Useful

l

2

3

4

5

53. Timely

l

2

3·

4

5

54. Accurate

1

2

-3

4

5

55. Useful

1

2

3

4

5

To what extent is information you
receive from your co-workers usually:
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T
L

0

i

t
t
T1
oe

G

s

T
0

0

T
0

a

m
e

r
e
T a

t

0

a
a E

LE

E

i

X

X

Vt
e e
r n
y t

t t
t e
1n
e t

t

56. Timely

1

57. Accurate
58. Useful

X

E
I

G

a E

X

X

r t

e

e e

Vt
e e

n
t

an
t t

r n
yt

2

3

4

5

l

2

3

4

5

l

2

3

4

5

59. Timely

l

· 2

3

4

5

60. Accurate

1

2

3

4

5

61. Useful

l

2

3

4

5

To what extent is information you
receive from top management usually:

To what extent is the information
you receive from the grapevine
(rumor-mill) usually:
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CHANNELS OF ca~MUNICATION

Instructions for questions 62 t hr ou h 67 . There is a variety of channels
roug w 1c in ormat1on 1s commun1ca ed to employeeso Listed in the
fol lowing section are three (3) such channels. For each one listed, please
mark your response on the "IBM" answe r sheet which best indicates:
l.

The amount of information you are receiving from that channel,
and,

2.

The amount of information you want to receive from that channel.
This is the amount
of information I
r eceive now.
V

e
r

V

e
r
y

y

Channel of Information

L

L

i
t

i

t

G G

s r r

t t 0 e e
1 1 m a a
e e e t t
5

Verbal (face-to-face, telephone) 62. l

2

3

W
ritten (memos, letters,
notices)

64. l

2

3 4 5

Departmental meetings

66. l

2

3 4 5

4

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

This is the amount
of information I
want to receive.
V

e

V

r
y

e
r
y

L

L

i

i

t
t
1
e

t

t

s
0

G G

r

r

e

e

1 m a a

e e t t
I
I
I 63. 1 2 3 4 5

I
I 65. 1 2 3 4 5
I
I
I 67. l 2 3 4 5
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ORGANIZATI ONAL COMMUNICATION RELATIONSHIPS

Inst ructions for questions 68 throu~h 77. A variety of cornrnuniction
rela tionships exist in companies lie your own. 8nployees corrmunicate
regularly with supervisors, subordinates, co-workers, etc.
Considering your communicati on relationships with others in your company in
grea ter depth, please mark your response on the II IBM" sheet which best
describes the relationship i n question.
T
L

0

i

t
t

T
0

T1

G

s
0

T

m

0

oe

a

e

a E

LE
i X

E

V

t t

T
0

a

r
e
a
t

y t

t e
l n
e t

t
e
n
t

E
GX
r t
ee
an
t t

Vt
e e
r n
y t

l

2

3

4

5

69. Extent t o which your immediate

l

2

3

4

.5

70 0 Extent to which you trust your

l

2

3

4

5

l

2

3

4

5

1

2

-3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

l

2-

3

4

5

X

t
e e
r n

Relationship:
68 . Extent t o whi ch you trust your

X

a E
X

immedi ate supervi sor
super vi sor is honest with you

co- workers
71. Extent to which you trust top

management
720 Extent to which your immediate

supervisor listens to what you
have to say
73. Extent to which you can tell

your immediate supervisor when
things are going wrong
74. Extent to which your immediate

supervisor praises you when
you do a good job
75. Extent to which your company

recognizes and rewards outstanding performance
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T
L

0

i
T

s

0

0

T

m

0

o e

a

e

a E

LE
i X

E

X

RelationshiQ:
76. Extent to which your irMlediate

G

t
t
T1

Vt
e e
r n
y t

r

e
T a
0 t

a
t
t
1
e

t
e
n
t

X

E

Gx
r t
e e

a E
X

t
e
n
t

an
t t

r n
y t

Vt
e e

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

supervisor strives to maintain
warm and friendly relations with
his/her subordinates
77. Extent to which your -immediate

supervisor understands your
job needs
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ORGANIZATIONAL OUTCOMES
Ins tructions for questions 78 through 86. One of the most important
"outcomes' of working in a company is the satisfaction one receives or fails
to r eceive through working t here. Such "satisfaction" can relate to the job,
one 's co-workers, supervi sor , or the organization as a whole. Please mark
your response on the "IBM" sheet which best indicates the extent to which you
are satisfied with:
V

e

V
e

r

r.

y

y
L

L

i
t
t

t
t

i

s

G

G

r
a
t

m

e

r
e
a
t

0

e

Outcome:

e

1
e

78. Your rela ti onship(s) with people in
your department or work group

1

2

3

4

5

79. Your relati onship with your irrvnediate
supervisor

l

2

3

4

5

80. Your job

l

2

3

4

5

81. Your department, as compared with
others with which you are familiar

l

2

3

4

5

82. Your pay

1

2

3

4

5

83. Your progress in your company up
to this point in time

1

2

3

4

5

84. Your chances or opportunities for
getting ahead in your company

l

2

3

4

5.

85. Your company's attempts to keep
you informed

l

2

3

4

5

86. Your opportunity to "make a
difference"
to contribute to
the overall success of your company

l

2

3

4

5

l
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

This section is for statistical purposes only and will be used to study how
major groups of people view your company. We do not want your name but would
appreciate the following information. please mark the correct resp~nse on t he
"IBM" sheet.
87. What is your classification?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Hourly (Manufacturing, etc.)
Professional (salaried)
Management
Administrative

88. What is your

sex?

l = male
2 = female
89. How long have you worked with this company?
l = less than l year
2 = 1 to 5 years
3 = 6 to 10 years
4 = 11 to 15 years
5 = more than 15 years
90. What was the last level you completed in ~chool?

l
2
3
4
5

= completed elementary school

= completed high school
= some college, or technical schooling
= completed college or technical school

= completed graduate school (Master's, Ph.D., LL.B., etc.)

91. What is your age?
1
2
3
4

= under 20 years of age

= 21 to 30 years of age

= 31 to 40 years of age
= 41 to ·50 years of age
5 = over 50 years of age

92. What .is" your job function?
1 = Engineering
2 =. Marketing and Sales
3 = Operations
4 = Administration
5 = Other

COMMUNICATING WITH OTHERS
ns for !uestions 93 through 100 . Communicating with others is a
st peop es job. Please indicate the degree to which each statement
you by marking your response on the "1&1" sheet.

u

s

n
d

t
r

o A
n g
g r

A
g

D

i

SD
t i
r s

e

s

C

a

o a

i

g

l e
y e

r
e
e

e

e

d

e

n g
g r
l e
y e

forward to expressing
at meetings

1

2

3

4

5

fraid to express myself
roup

l

2

3

4

5

l

2

3

4

5

dh I talk fluently with
;, I am at a loss for
)n the plat form

l

2

3

4

5

1s

avoid speaking in public
;ible

1

2

3

4

5

that I am more fluent when
~ to people than most other
,eople are

l

2

3

4

5

to get involved in group
;ion

l

2

3

4

5

;ing with people who hold
>ns of authority causes
ie fearful and tense

1

2

3

4

5

forward to an opportunity

d

r

3k in public

NOTES

1. Actual changes in the ICA que s t ionn a i re survey included
the reduction of survey i tems i n most sect i ons, the
addition of some items in mos t sec ti ons, the addition of
some items deemed appropriate by the company, changes in
the demographic questions to meet requirements, and the
addition of a modified PRCA Scale (short form), as
validated by Mccroskey (19 7 8), to analyze employee
communication apprehension f o r the organization's
benefit.
2.

In a situation where the re s ponse to present conditions
had a discrepancy with the re spon se to desired
conditions, those responde nt s who indicated the lack in
present conditions were an a lyz ed (cross-tabulated) to
see what percentage desired mo re from that condition .

3.

The percentage of the ne ga ti ve responding subgroup that
was dissatisfied was done by comparing the number of
negative responses to surve y item of the dissatisfied,
to the number of negative r esponses from the entire
population.

4.

There were 30 survey items wi th critical negative
response to supervisor commun ication behavior (Table
10).
Averages were done fo r the percent of the Negative
Subgroup Being Dissatisfi ed , and for the difference in
negative response between t he population and the
dissatisfied subgroup.
This was done to simplify
comparison of responses of both groups on an overall
basis.
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